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Center Street Commercial Building 
 Responses to Comments 

July 26, 2018 

Introduction 
Comment letters were received by City Staff prior to the July 9, 2018 Utility Services, Land Use, and Energy Development 
Committee meeting. These comments have been evaluated by the environmental consultant and responses are summarized 
in Table 1. 

Table 1 Comment Roster 
ID Commenting Individual/Entity Date Page 

A Connie Ransom 06/22/18 3 
B Sala Ponnech 06/25/18 6 
C Sandra Trujillo-Langdon 06/25/18 13 
D Phillip Falcone 06/25/18 15 
E Sharon Trujillo-Kasner 06/26/18 18 
F Mary Valenzuela 06/26/18 21 
G Derek Trujillo 06/26/18 23 
H Walter Elliot 06/26/18 25 
I Donatella Galella 06/26/18 27 
J Robert Workman 06/26/18 29 
K Erin Edwards 06/27/18 31 
L Christopher Sutton 06/27/18 34 
M Samantha Molina 07/05/18 42 
N Marlene Pena 07/05/18 44 
O Claudia Ramos 07/05/18 46 
P Erin Snyder 07/05/18 48 
Q Karen Renfro, Springbrook Heritage Alliance 07/07/18 57 
R Chris and Robin Hebert 07/08/18 72 
S Peter Wohlgemuth 07/09/18 75 
T Richard Block 07/09/18 80 

The following responses to comments include a summary statement to identify if the response will introduce “new 
significant information” under any of the four categories identified in Section 15088 et seq. of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines or if it does not introduce “new significant information.” The four general 
categories are: 

• New significant impacts
• Significant increases in the severity of impacts
• Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts
• Identification of inadequacies in the analysis

Because an MND has been prepared and adopted for the project, the City has evaluated the comments submitted in light 
of the “fair argument” standard, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080(d) and (e). In summary, a "Fair Argument" 
must be supported by significant evidence that may include fact, assumptions predicated on fact, and expert opinion. Fair 
Argument does not include argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinions, or erroneous evidence. The comments that 
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were submitted generally focused on the issues of truck traffic, loss of open space and aesthetic character, land use, air 
quality modeling, and impacts to the Trujillo Adobe. These issues are summarized herein and detailed responses are 
provided in the body of this document.  

The comments submitted do not invalidate the findings in the Initial Study or require additional analysis or mitigation to 
be incorporated. No new information, new impacts, or deficiencies are identified that have not been addressed by the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Measures therein. Therefore, the MND remains the appropriate and 
reasonable determination as adopted by the Lead Agency. Responses to comments are provided herein. 
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Letter A: Connie Ransom 

A1 

A2 

A3 

A4 

A5 
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Response to Comment A1 
The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code. Impacts to the Trujillo 
Adobe were analyzed and presented in the Initial Study and subsequent Responses to Comments. As described in the 
Responses to Comments, the proposed project will not harm the Trujillo Adobe and will not prevent or hinder 
preservation efforts.  It was determined that the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on the 
structure.  

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  

Response to Comment A2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code. The project development application was filed 
with the City in December 2014, nearly three years prior to beginning the Northside Specific Plan design process, which 
is anticipated to be approved and adopted by the City in 2019.  Although the subject property is within the boundaries of 
the Northside Specific Plan, the Specific Plan is not yet in effect; thus, any development on the subject property would be 
required to comply with the regulations of the Zoning Code. As the site is zoned BMP – Business and Manufacturing 
Park, development of the site was analyzed for compliance with the land uses and standards permitted in the BMP Zone. 
The commenter also mentioned developing agrihoods in this neighborhood.   The immediate project vicinity is comprised 
of light industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, construction equipment staging, distribution and fulfillment 
services, and truck trailer storage. This area would be incompatible with agricultural and residential uses.  

CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to analyze possible Specific Plan impacts on the Project, if the Specific Plan has 
not yet been adopted.  Undertaking an analysis presently would be speculative and misleading.  CEQA does not require 
the Lead Agency to address uncertain environmental consequences that might result. Sustainable Treasure Island v City & 
County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1058, or to speculate about potential future legal or regulatory developments. 
Banning Ranch Conservancy v City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 CA4th 1209, 1234 (EIR not required to "speculate as to or rely 
on proposed or draft plans" that might apply to project).  The Specific Plan is in a conceptual stage and a Notice of 
Preparation for a Specific Plan EIR has not yet been prepared. There are numerous conceptual land uses being proposed 
in the Specific Plan area, and it would place an unreasonable burden on the Lead Agency or the Project applicant to address 
all possible Specific Plan impacts on the Project. Riverwatch v County of San Diego (1999) 76 CA4th 1428, 1450. 

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment A3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document, identify any substantial new information 
requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, or provide significant evidence concerning the 
project’s environmental impacts. Air quality impacts to nearby sensitive receptors were analyzed and found to be below 
SCAQMD recommended thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions, including particulates. Noise impacts related to 
construction and operation of the proposed project were also analyzed and found to be less than significant. The proposed 
project will comply with all Zoning Code requirements for lighting and will provide required shielding to prevent light 
spillage onto neighboring properties. Moreover, there are no residential uses in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
project. Impacts related to air quality, noise and light pollution will be less than significant.  
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Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment A4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The property is zoned BMP, which 
permits warehouses under 400,000 square feet as a matter of right.  The project is proposed to be developed in accordance 
with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment A5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter B: Sala Ponnech 
  

B1 
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B2 

B3 

B4 
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B5 

B6 
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Response to Comment B1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Based upon discussions with the 
SCAQMD, the recommended car/truck (60%/40%) trip rates are for high-cube warehouse type projects.  As shown in 
the approved scoping agreement (see Appendix B of the January 19, 2016 TIA), the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, Land Use Code 140 for manufacturing was used to provide a conservative analysis. 
While the project was acknowledged as most fittingly being described as a High-Cube Warehouse based on the definition 
at the time, and the City of Riverside acknowledged it as such, the project was analyzed as manufacturing use to provide 
for a more conservative analysis. The use of Land Use Code 140 results in a higher estimate of trips than what would have 
resulted if the ITE Land Use Code for high cube warehouses had been used. As shown in Table 2 of the TIA, the project 
trip generation in car/truck splits by axle is 74.4%/25.6%; which accounts for more heavy truck traffic than is specified 
in the Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment B2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Project trip generation in the Air 
Quality/Climate Change Assessment is based on the project trip generation in the TIA (see Table 2 of the January 19, 
2016 TIA) prepared for the project. As shown in Table 2 of the TIA, the project trip generation in car/truck splits by axle 
is 74.4%/25.6%; which accounts for more heavy truck traffic than is specified in the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012, and the Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study. This is in line with 
accepted approaches for fleet mix and trip generation for warehousing. Table 2 of the TIA was included by reference, the 
modeling tables are included in the appendix of the Air Quality/Climate Change Assessment.   
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment B3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, was released in late 2017; therefore, the 9th Edition was appropriately 
applied. Further, the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, Land Use Code 140 for 
manufacturing was used to provide a conservative worst-case analysis.  It should be noted that the manufacturing vs. 
warehousing (Land Use Code 150) trip generation rates are more than 2 times higher for the daily rate and more than 3 
times higher during the AM/PM peak hours. While the “Manufacturing” land use category provides the worst-case 
scenario using traffic engineering modeling, the “Unrefrigerated Warehouse” land use category actually provides for a 
worst-case scenario using air quality modeling. The ITE land use designation for manufacturing is actually more impact 
intensive that the ITE land use designation for warehousing. However, in CalEEMod, the land use designation for 
warehousing is generates greater impacts than the land use designation for manufacturing. This is due to the fact that truck 
traffic impacts are more significant than impacts from actual manufacturing activities that may occur at a given facility. As 
such, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration assumed a worst case scenario by assuming a manufacturing use 
for traffic impacts and a warehousing use for air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. Thus it is likely that the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration overestimated the Project’s traffic, air quality and greenhouse gas impacts.  
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Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment B4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. As mentioned above, the ITE land 
use category for manufacturing provides for a more conservative analysis of traffic impacts than the ITE land use category 
for warehousing. The Kunzman traffic report dated January 2016 used the appropriate land use designation of 
manufacturing to account for the worst-case traffic scenario by assuming an operation of 24 hour per day resulting in a 
worst-case scenario. In contrast, the MIG air quality report used the CalEEMod land use designation of “Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse”, instead of “Manufacturing” to account for the worst-case air quality scenario. The air quality modeling and 
analysis takes into account the types of vehicles making trips and in fact used the land use designation that would account 
for the worst-case emissions scenario from trucks. As such, both reports analyzed impacts properly.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment B5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. As mentioned above, the ITE land 
use category for “Manufacturing” provides for the worst-case traffic scenario using ITE modeling and guidelines, while 
the CalEEMod “Unrefrigerated Warehouse” land use category provides for the worst-case air quality scenario using 
CalEEMod modeling and SCAQMD guidelines. While the proposed project is speculative in nature, and does not currently 
have a future tenant, it is proposed to be used for distribution and fulfillment purposes and not for refrigeration purposes 
when a tenant is finally found. Moreover, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 was incorporated into the updated IS/MND stating 
that if a refrigerated use is proposed for future operation of the development, the applicant shall prepare a new Air Quality 
and Climate Change Assessment to analyze any new or increased potential impacts of a refrigerated use and determine the 
significance of potential impacts. Therefore, the use of the “Unrefrigerated Warehouse’ land use category in CalEEMod 
was appropriate. As shown in the approved scoping agreement (see Appendix B of the January 19, 2016 TIA), the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, Land Use Code 140 for manufacturing was used to provide a 
conservative analysis. While the City acknowledged that the project would likely be a High-Cube Warehouse based on the 
definition at the time, because no tenant was identified the project was analyzed as a manufacturing use as to provide for 
a worst-case analysis. As shown in Table 2 of the TIA, the project trip generation in car/truck splits by axle is 
74.4%/25.6%; which accounts for more heavy truck traffic than is specified in the Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study. 
The TIA also relied on default ITE trip lengths; therefore, reliance on an arbitrary distance of 40 miles would be 
inappropriate. Also please refer to Response to Comment B4. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment B6 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, was released in late 2017; therefore, the 9th Edition was appropriately 
applied.  The proposed development does not meet the definition of a high-cube warehouse distribution center (see 
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attachment).  As shown in Figure 2 of the January 19, 2016 TIA, the proposed building does not have dock doors on both 
sides of the building (only south side). Kunzman originally provided a Traffic Exemption Letter to the City dated June 8, 
2015, which analyzed the project as a “high-cube’ warehouse. This letter concluded that the proposed project meets the 
City of Riverside traffic impact analysis exemption criteria (number 9), as the proposed project was projected to generate 
less than 50 peak hour trips during both the morning and evening peak hours.  The City then requested that the project 
be analyzed as manufacturing and not high-cube.  Thus, high-cube data is irrelevant to the analysis. Truck/auto splits are 
shown in Table 2 of the TIA. As shown in the footnote, they are from ITE and the City of Fontana, Truck Trip Generation 
Study.  The trip generation rates and splits were approved by the City of Riverside. Light Industrial splits were utilized 
which is consistent with past manufacturing projects in the City. Moreover, as shown in Table 2 of the TIA, the project 
trip generation in car/truck splits by axle is 74.4%/25.6%, which accounts for more heavy truck traffic than is specified 
in the Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study. As previously mentioned, the project traffic analysis and project air quality 
analysis used the “Unrefrigerated Warehouse” and “Manufacturing” land use categories to provide for the worst-case 
scenario given their different modeling and guidelines. The use of the manufacturing land use in the traffic report and the 
warehousing land use in the air quality analysis do in fact analyze the worst-case scenario for their given resource impact 
area. Also please refer to Response to Comment  B4. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  
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Letter C: Sandra Trujillo-Langdon 
  

C1 

C2 
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Response to Comment C1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment C2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter D: Phillip Falcone 
  

D1 

D2 

D3 
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Response to Comment D1 
The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code. The comment does 
not provide any significant evidence regarding the assertion that the Project will have impacts upon the Trujillo Adobe. 
Impacts to the Trujillo Adobe were analyzed pursuant to State and local standards and it was determined that the proposed 
project will not have an impact on the Trujillo Adobe. Chapter 10.56 (Restricted Use of Certain Streets) of the Municipal 
Code lists the City streets where trucks of a certain tonnage are prohibited. Both Center Street, which connects the project 
with I-215, and Main Street, which connects the project with SR-60, permit trucks of any tonnage except for Oversized 
loads on Center Street. Further, as shown in Table 17 (Construction Vibration Impacts) of the IS/MND, construction-
related vibration impacts at the single-family home located approximately 640 feet to the northeast of the project site may 
be greatest from use of vibratory rollers (0.0031 PPV in/sec) during construction. The Trujillo Adobe is located 
approximately 932 feet to the northeast of the project site. At this distance, vibratory rollers will produce a PPV of 0.0019 
in/sec, which is well below the threshold of 0.10 in/sec for historic and sensitive structures. Therefore, construction-
related impacts to the Adobe will be negligible. In terms of operation-related impacts, namely vibration from heavy truck 
traffic along Center Street, the IS/MND shows that the recommended upper limit of vibration to which ruins and ancient 
monuments should be subjected is 0.08 PPV in/sec and that truck-related vibration levels of 0.006-0.019 PPV in/sec are 
unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any type, which would include buildings in the condition of the Trujillo Adobe 
(Source: California Department of Transportation. Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual. Appendix A: 
TAV-04-01-R0201, Page 14, Figure 2. September, 2013). The adobe structure is located approximately 80 feet from the 
center of the nearest lane on Center Street. According to Caltrans, the highest truck traffic vibrations generated on freeway 
shoulders, from the center of the nearest travel lane to the edge of the roadway (approximately 16 feet), is 0.079 PPV 
in/sec at highway speeds (55 mph). Further, according to Caltrans.  At 80 feet from the center of the nearest travel lane 
on Center Street, and at speeds well below highway speeds (20-30 mph), the vibration level reaching the Adobe structure 
is estimated to be well below the upper limit of 0.08 PPV in/sec recommended for ruins and ancient monuments and 
within the range whereby vibration impacts from trucks on Center Street are unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any 
type. Given the distance of the Trujillo Adobe to the project site and Center Street, vibration impacts from construction 
and operation of the proposed project on the Trujillo Adobe will not occur. As such, the IS/MND appropriately found 
that the proposed project will not have a significant impact in relation to existing conditions in the project area. 

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. This comment does not identify any 
deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not 
necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration are required as a result of this comment. 
The City did not violate CEQA because the IS/MND includes sufficient analysis of the environmental issues at hand. 
 

Response to Comment D2 
The application for the proposed project was accepted by the City in December 2014. The Northside Specific Plan design 
process did not begin until June 2017, nearly two and a half years after the proposed project was submitted for approval. 
The Northside Specific Plan is not yet a binding document and does not apply to the project area at this time. The project 
is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable 
impacts will occur.   Also please refer to Response to Comment A2. 
 

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. This comment does not identify any 
deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not 
necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration are required as a result of this comment. 
The City did not violate CEQA because the IS/MND includes sufficient analysis of the environmental issues at hand. 
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Response to Comment D3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  
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Letter E: Sharon Trujillo-Kasner 
  

E1 

E2 

E3 

E4 

E5 
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Response to Comment E1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 
Also please see Response to Comment C1, because this Comment is identical to Comment C1. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment E2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  Also please see Response to Comment C2, because this Comment is identical to 
Comment C2. 
 
 

Response to Comment E3 
The application for the proposed project was accepted by the City in December 2014. The Northside Specific Plan design 
process did not begin until June 2017, nearly two and a half years after the proposed project was submitted for approval. 
The Northside Specific Plan is not yet a binding document and does not apply to the project area at this time. The Riverside 
General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element includes a discussion of the objectives and policies that should 
guide the Northside Specific Plan design process (Pages LU-105-110). Consistent with neighborhood goals set forth in 
prior planning documents, this portion of the General Plan focuses on the “maintenance and improvement of major park 
and recreational facilities, preservation of long-established residential densities and enhancement of small yet economically 
successful commercial and industrial sites.” The proposed project is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.8, which 
requires the Plan to encourage appropriate industrial development opportunities. Moreover, the General Plan design 
guidelines for the Northside Specific Plan call for areas designated for buffer industrial, which the proposed project would 
provide. CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to analyze possible Specific Plan impacts on the Project. Undertaking 
an analysis presently would be speculative and misleading.  CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to address uncertain 
environmental consequences that might result.   Sustainable Treasure Island v City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 
1036, 1058, or to speculate about potential future legal or regulatory developments.  Banning Ranch Conservancy v City of 
Newport Beach (2012) 211 CA4th 1209, 1234 (EIR not required to "speculate as to or rely on proposed or draft plans" that 
might apply to project).  The Specific Plan is in a conceptual stage and a Notice of Preparation for a Specific Plan EIR has 
not yet been prepared. There are numerous conceptual land uses being proposed in the Specific Plan area, and it would 
place an unreasonable burden on the Lead Agency or the Project applicant to address all possible Specific Plan impacts 
on the Project. Riverwatch v County of San Diego (1999) 76 CA4th 1428, 1450. This area of the Northside is not appropriate 
for residential development and the proposed warehouse would be consistent with surrounding uses and the General Plan 
and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response to Comment A2. 
 

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Response to Comment E4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur, 
as identified in the project IS/MND and previous responses to comments. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment E5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter F: Mary Valenzuela 
  

F1 

F2 
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Response to Comment F1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Please reference prior responses to 
comments pertaining to the Trujillo Adobe. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General 
Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND 
no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response to Comment C!, because this Comment is identical 
to Comment C1. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment F2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C2, because this Comment is identical to Comment C2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter G: Derek Trujillo 
  

G3 

G4 

G1 

G2 
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Response to Comment G1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C1, because this Comment is identical to Comment C1. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment G2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C2, because this Comment is identical to Comment C2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter H: Walter Elliot 
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Response to Comment H1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C1, because this Comment is identical to Comment C1. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment H2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C2, because this Comment is identical to Comment C2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter I: Donatella Galella 
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Comment I1  
This comment does not identify any significant evidence, deficiencies in the environmental document, or any significant 
new information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project was assessed against 
the standards / thresholds set by SCAQMD for air quality. An Air Quality/GHG and HRA were conducted as part of the 
CEQA process and findings were included within the MND. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, 
and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts related to air quality will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter J: Robert Workman 
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Response to Comment J1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C1, because this Comment is identical to Comment C1. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment J2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  Also please see Response 
to Comment C2, because this Comment is identical to Comment C2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter K: Erin Edwards 
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Response to Comment K1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. CEQA does not require the Lead 
Agency to analyze possible Specific Plan impacts on the Project as the Specific Plan has yet to be adopted. The project 
development application was filed with the City in December 2014, nearly three years prior to beginning the Northside 
Specific Plan design process, which is initiated in June 20176.  Although the subject property is within the boundaries of 
the Northside Specific Plan, the Specific Plan is not yet in effect; thus, any development on the subject property would be 
required to comply with the regulations of the Zoning Code.   Undertaking an analysis presently would be speculative and 
misleading.  CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to address uncertain environmental consequences that might result.   
Sustainable Treasure Island v City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1058, or to speculate about potential 
future legal or regulatory developments.  Banning Ranch Conservancy v City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 CA4th 1209, 1234 
(EIR not required to "speculate as to or rely on proposed or draft plans" that might apply to project).  The Specific Plan 
is in a conceptual stage and a Notice of Preparation for a Specific Plan EIR has not yet been prepared. The project is 
proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project 
AQ/Climate Change Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also 
please see Response to Comment A2 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment K2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The 1,000 foot buffer is simply a 
recommendation provided by SCAQMD, and is not a binding prohibition. Further, the City’s guidelines merely state that 
if a project generates truck traffic within 1,000 of a park, a Health Risk Assessment must be conducted. A Health Risk 
Assessment was conducted for the proposed project. The Health Risk Assessment analyzed air quality impacts to the 
nearby Ab Brown Sports complex, and found that air quality impacts will be well below SCAQMD recommended 
thresholds for criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment K3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The 1,000 foot buffer is simply a 
recommendation provided by SCAQMD, and is not a binding prohibition. Further, the City’s Good Neighbor guidelines 
state that if a project generates truck traffic within 1,000 of a park, a Health Risk Assessment must be conducted. A Health 
Risk Assessment was conducted for the proposed project. The Health Risk Assessment analyzed air quality impacts to the 
nearby Ab Brown Sports complex, and found that air quality impacts will be well below SCAQMD recommended 
thresholds for criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Response to Comment K4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The project was assessed against the 
standards / thresholds set by SCAQMD for air quality. An Air Quality/GHG and HRA were conducted as part of the 
CEQA process and findings were included within the MND. The 1,000 foot buffer is simply a recommendation provided 
by SCAQMD, and is not a binding prohibition. Further, the City’s guidelines merely state that if a project generates truck 
traffic within 1,000 of a park, a Health Risk Assessment must be conducted. A Health Risk Assessment was conducted 
for the proposed project. The Health Risk Assessment analyzed air quality impacts to the nearby Ab Brown Sports 
complex, and found that air quality impacts will be  below SCAQMD recommended thresholds for criteria pollutants and 
toxic air contaminants. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code 
and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion 
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment K5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  
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Letter L: Christopher Sutton 
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Response to Comment Letter L 
The attached response letter from Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory and Natsis, LLP addresses the comments found 
in Letter L. 
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Letter M: Samantha Molina 
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Response to Comment M1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Please reference previous responses 
pertaining to impacts to the Trujillo Adobe. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General 
Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND 
no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response to Comment C1, because this Comment is 
identical to Comment C1. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment M2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. CEQA does not require the Lead 
Agency to analyze possible Specific Plan impacts on the Project. Undertaking an analysis presently would be speculative 
and misleading.  CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to address uncertain environmental consequences that might 
result. Sustainable Treasure Island v City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1058, or to speculate about potential 
future legal or regulatory developments.  Banning Ranch Conservancy v City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 CA4th 1209, 1234 
(EIR not required to "speculate as to or rely on proposed or draft plans" that might apply to project).  The Specific Plan 
is in a conceptual stage and a Notice of Preparation for a Specific Plan EIR has not yet been prepared. There are numerous 
conceptual land uses being proposed in the Specific Plan area, and it would place an unreasonable burden on the Lead 
Agency or the Project applicant to address all possible Specific Plan impacts on the Project. Riverwatch v County of San Diego 
(1999) 76 CA4th 1428, 1450. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning 
code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response to Comment C2, because this Comment 
is identical to Comment C2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter N: Marlene Pena 
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Response to Comment N1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  Also please see Response 
to Comment C1, because this Comment is identical to Comment C1. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment N2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  Also please see Response 
to Comment C2, because this Comment is identical to Comment C2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter O: Claudia Ramos 
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Response to Comment O1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C1, because this Comment is identical to Comment C1. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment O2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change 
Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response 
to Comment C2, because this Comment is identical to Comment C2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter P: Erin Snyder 
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Response to Comment P1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project site is consistent with the 
Zoning Code. It is zoned Business and Manufacturing Park (BMP). The BMP zone implements the Project site's "land 
use category[y] of the General Plan." (Section 19.130.010) The BMP zone generally permits a “. . . wide variety of industrial, 
manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in “. . . a district for low-intensity and low-impact industrial, office, and related uses," 
including "small-scale warehouses." (Section 19.130.010(A))”. Specifically, the BMP zone permits, as a matter of right, 
"Warehousing & Wholesale Distribution Centers" as long as the use occurs in a building less than 400,000 square feet in 
size. (Section 19.150.020, A, Permitted Uses Table.) The BMP zone prohibits residential or heavier industrial uses that 
generate odors (e.g. animal slaughtering, fat rendering, wood distillation), noise (e.g. gravel excavation, automobile 
wrecking), dust or smoke (e.g. petroleum refining, steel mills, sand excavation), and other causes of nuisance (Sections 
19.130.025(A)(1) through (24)) in implementing the policies of the General Plan. The project application was filed with 
the City in December 2014, nearly three years prior to the beginning of the Northside Specific Plan design process. The 
fact that a Specific Plan is in the design process for the project area does not invalidate the approval of the proposed 
project.  The immediate project vicinity is comprised of light industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, construction 
equipment staging, distribution and fulfillment services, and truck trailer storage. This area would be incompatible with 
agricultural and residential uses. CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to address uncertain environmental 
consequences that might result. Sustainable Treasure Island v City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1058, or 
to speculate about potential future legal or regulatory developments.  Banning Ranch Conservancy v City of Newport Beach (2012) 
211 CA4th 1209, 1234 (EIR not required to "speculate as to or rely on proposed or draft plans" that might apply to 
project).  The Specific Plan is in a conceptual stage and a Notice of Preparation for a Specific Plan EIR has not yet been 
prepared. There are numerous conceptual land uses being proposed in the Specific Plan area, and it would place an 
unreasonable burden on the Lead Agency or the Project applicant to address all possible Specific Plan impacts on the 
Project. Riverwatch v County of San Diego (1999) 76 CA4th 1428, 1450.  The Riverside General Plan 2025 Land Use and 
Urban Design Element includes a discussion of the objectives and policies that should guide the Northside Specific Plan 
design process (Pages LU-105-110). Consistent with neighborhood goals set forth in prior planning documents, this 
portion of the General Plan focuses on the “maintenance and improvement of major park and recreational facilities, 
preservation of long-established residential densities and enhancement of small yet economically successful commercial 
and industrial sites.” The proposed project is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.8, which requires the Plan to 
encourage appropriate industrial development opportunities. The project area is not appropriate for residential 
development. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and Zoning Code and as 
shown in the project AQ/Climate Change Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND no significant, unavoidable 
impacts will occur. Also please see Response to Comment A2.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  
 

Response to Comment P2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The General Plan sets the guidelines 
for implementation through the City’s Zoning Code (Municipal Code Title 19) where the City adopted regulatory standards 
for site development. The Project is consistent with the General Plan because it utilizes an older, underutilized site to add 
to the City's industrial land where "logically and physically possible to do so" while not creating any nuisances due to odor, 
dust, or noise (General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element, Policies LU-25.4, LU-72.8, and p. LU-141.)  The 
Project is also consistent with the General Plan because it is fully consistent with the Zoning Code, which was adopted 
concurrently with the General Plan and made to be consistent with it, such that the Zoning Code does "not support 
densities beyond those permitted by the General Plan." (General Plan EIR, pp. 3-1, 3-11, 5.9-41.)  The Zoning Code 
provides concrete regulations "to implement the goals and policies of the City [] General Plan." (Section 19.030.020.) 
Under the Zoning Code, the project site is zoned Business and Manufacturing Park (BMP). The BMP zone implements 
the Project site's "land use category[y] of the General Plan." (Section 19.130.010) The BMP zone generally permits a “. . . 
wide variety of industrial, manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in “. . . a district for low-intensity and low-impact industrial, 
office, and related uses," including "small-scale warehouses." (Section 19.130.010(A))”. Specifically, the BMP zone permits, 
as a matter of right, "Warehousing & Wholesale Distribution Centers" as long as the use occurs in a building less than 
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400,000 square feet in size. (Section 19.150.020, A, Permitted Uses Table.) The BMP zone prohibits residential or heavier 
industrial uses that generate odors (e.g. animal slaughtering, fat rendering, wood distillation), noise (e.g. gravel excavation, 
automobile wrecking), dust or smoke (e.g. petroleum refining, steel mills, sand excavation), and other causes of nuisance 
(Sections 19.130.025(A)(1) through (24)) in implementing the policies of the General Plan.  The immediate project vicinity 
is comprised of light industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, construction equipment staging, distribution and 
fulfillment services, and truck trailer storage. This area would be incompatible with agricultural and residential uses. The 
project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, 
unavoidable impacts will occur. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment 
 

Response to Comment P3 
Please reference response to comments P1 and P2 above. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the 
environmental document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. The project meets the Subdivision Code for lot consolidations. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The application for the proposed 
project was accepted by the City in December 2014. The project meets the Subdivision Code for lot consolidations. All 
impacts associated with the lot consolidation are analyzed in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, and whether 
the action is a Lot Line Adjustment or a consolidation does not change the analysis of conclusions of the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Northside Specific Plan design process did not begin until June 2017, nearly 
two and a half years after the proposed project was submitted for approval. The Northside Specific Plan is not yet a 
binding document and does not apply to the project area at this time. The Riverside General Plan 2025 Land Use and 
Urban Design Element includes a discussion of the objectives and policies that should guide the Northside Specific Plan 
design process (Pages LU-105-110). Consistent with neighborhood goals set forth in prior planning documents, this 
portion of the General Plan focuses on the “maintenance and improvement of major park and recreational facilities, 
preservation of long-established residential densities and enhancement of small yet economically successful commercial 
and industrial sites.” The proposed project is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.8, which requires the Plan to 
encourage appropriate industrial development opportunities. This area of the Northside is not appropriate for residential 
development and the proposed warehouse would be consistent with surrounding uses and the General Plan and zoning 
code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The LU-2 Map in the General Plan 
the commenter refers to indicates Major Business Parks within the City. Not all BMP Zoned property is within a Major 
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Business Park, nor is there a requirement for it to be so. The application for the proposed project was accepted by the 
City in December 2014. The Northside Specific Plan design process did not begin until June 2017, nearly two and a half 
years after the proposed project was submitted for approval. The Northside Specific Plan is not yet a binding document 
and does not apply to the project area at this time. The Riverside General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element 
includes a discussion of the objectives and policies that should guide the Northside Specific Plan design process (Pages 
LU-105-110). Consistent with neighborhood goals set forth in prior planning documents, this portion of the General Plan 
focuses on the “maintenance and improvement of major park and recreational facilities, preservation of long-established 
residential densities and enhancement of small yet economically successful commercial and industrial sites.” The proposed 
project is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.8, which requires the Plan to encourage appropriate industrial 
development opportunities.  (Please also see Response to Comment P2.) Moreover, the General Plan design guidelines 
for the Northside Specific Plan call for areas designated for buffer industrial, which the proposed project would provide. 
This area of the Northside is not appropriate for residential development and the proposed warehouse would be consistent 
with surrounding uses and the General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P6 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The California Department of 
Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection and the City of Riverside General Plan designates the project site as 
urban and built‐up land and other land. In addition, the project site is not designated or zoned for agricultural use according 
to the General Plan and Zoning Map. Therefore, the proposed project will not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Moreover, the City does not have the authority to make such a 
designation. The Climate Change analysis in the MND found that the emissions that the Project would generate over time 
would not create significant negative impacts to human health (MND, p.37) or the City’s ability to meet state-mandated 
greenhouse gas targets for 2020 and 2050.  The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General 
Plan and zoning code and as shown in the project AQ/Climate Change Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, and IS/MND 
no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P7 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P8 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The “Seizing Our Destiny” document 
is not a binding document. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning 
code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  
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Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P9 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. CEQA does not require the 
identification of an expected tenant or end user for the project.  Maintain Our Desert Environment v Town of Apple Valley 
(2004) 124 CA4th 430.  At this time, the project applicant does not know who may acquire or lease the project when it is 
completed. The MND analyzed the proposed warehouse building as an anticipated manufacturing use providing a “worst-
case” scenario due to the greater heavy-truck trips this type of use typically generates.  Therefore, concerning traffic 
impacts, the MND assumed a manufacturing use because under the ITE Land Use Codes, a manufacturing use would 
generate more passenger-vehicle trips and less truck trips than a warehouse use. Concerning air quality impacts, the MND 
assumed a warehouse use because it generates higher numbers of truck trips and the potential for higher air quality impacts. 
Thus, a worst-case scenario for traffic impacts was assessed using the warehousing land use. The proposed building is a 
speculative shell that has the potential to accommodate a breadth of uses permitted by the BMP Zone including 
warehousing, manufacturing, and office. As is documented in the Initial Study, the proposed building will not result in 
significant impacts to the environment including those related to odors, dust, smoke, noise, or vibration. The proposed 
project is notably permitted, by right, in the BMP zone and by extension is consistent with the General Plan because it 
will: 
 

1. Accommodate a variety of manufacturing, office, or warehousing uses (General Plan Land Use and Urban 
Design Element Page LU-141); 

2. Not generate nuisance or other impacts (General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element Page LU-141); 
3. Be located in an existing industrial area on a currently underutilized site (General Plan Land Use and Urban 

Design Element Policy LU-25.4); and 
4. Be physically developable on the site pursuant to City zoning requirements (General Plan Land Use and Urban 

Design Element Page LU-145). 
 
There are different approaches and assumptions that can be used in projecting the impacts of a development project on 
the environment, which include the use of computer modeling programs that utilize default inputs. CEQA requires that 
the project analysis consider only reasonable assumptions supported by significant evidence in estimating the impacts of 
a project in order to avoid speculative analysis and conclusions that can be wrought from use of unsubstantiated claims or 
excessively "worst-case" scenarios. The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible 
for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants 
are not known; therefore, default output settings were used to analyze different uses including unrefrigerated warehouse 
and manufacturing. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration discloses the use of default model input parameters 
and their assumptions. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code 
and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P10 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  
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Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter Q: Karen Renfro, Springbrook Heritage Alliance 
  

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 
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Response to Comment Q1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code. The immediate project vicinity is comprised of light 
industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, construction equipment staging, distribution and fulfillment services, 
and truck trailer storage. This area would be incompatible with residential uses. The project is proposed to be developed 
in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. A Health Risk Assessment was 
conducted for the proposed project. The Health Risk Assessment analyzed air quality impacts to the nearby Ab Brown 
Sports complex, and found that air quality impacts will be well below SCAQMD recommended thresholds for criteria 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants. The comment does not include significant evidence regarding any environmental 
impact. The General Plan and zoning designations both authorize warehouses and similar uses. The project application 
was filed with the City in December 2014, nearly three years prior to the beginning of the Northside Specific Plan design 
process. The fact that a Specific Plan is in the design process for the project area does not invalidate the approval of the 
proposed project. Moreover, the commenter does not provide any evidence of how the Northside Specific Plan could not 
carry out its goals if the proposed project were constructed. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Riverside General Plan 2025 
Land Use and Urban Design Element includes a discussion of the objectives and policies that should guide the Northside 
Specific Plan design process (Pages LU-105-110). Consistent with neighborhood goals set forth in prior planning 
documents, this portion of the General Plan focuses on the “maintenance and improvement of major park and recreational 
facilities, preservation of long-established residential densities and enhancement of small yet economically successful 
commercial and industrial sites.” The proposed project is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.8, which requires the 
Plan to encourage appropriate industrial development opportunities. The proposed project also fulfills the Specific Plan’s 
vision of maintaining a balance of land uses, including Buffer Industrial in the Northside Neighborhood. In the specific 
proximity of Center Street, heavy industrial uses currently occupy the entire north side of the street and a few parcels on 
the south side of the street. The area between Center Street and Placentia Lane provides a natural buffer between heavy 
industrial uses to the north and existing and future planned residential developments to the south and southeast. Moreover, 
the proposed development would be consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.6., which requires the Plan to complete 
roadway improvements needed to ensure access to the Northside Neighborhood to meet the needs of residential, 
commercial, and other users. CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to analyze possible Specific Plan impacts on the 
Project.  Undertaking an analysis presently would be speculative and misleading.  CEQA does not require the Lead Agency 
to address uncertain environmental consequences that might result. Sustainable Treasure Island v City & County of San Francisco 
(2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1058, or to speculate about potential future legal or regulatory developments.  Banning Ranch 
Conservancy v City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 CA4th 1209, 1234 (EIR not required to "speculate as to or rely on proposed 
or draft plans" that might apply to project).  The Specific Plan is in a conceptual stage and a Notice of Preparation for a 
Specific Plan EIR has not yet been prepared. There are numerous conceptual land uses being proposed in the Specific 
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Plan area, and it would place an unreasonable burden on the Lead Agency or the Project applicant to address all possible 
Specific Plan impacts on the Project. Riverwatch v County of San Diego (1999) 76 CA4th 1428, 1450. The project is proposed 
to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will 
occur. Also please see Response to Comment A2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. The Project is consistent with the General Plan because it utilizes 
an older, underutilized site to add to the City's industrial land where "logically and physically possible to do so" while not 
creating any nuisances due to odor, dust, or noise (General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element, Policies LU-25.4, 
LU-72.8, and p. LU-141.)  The Project is also consistent with the General Plan because it is fully consistent with the Zoning 
Code, which was adopted concurrently with the General Plan and made to be consistent with it, such that the Zoning 
Code does "not support densities beyond those permitted by the General Plan." (General Plan EIR, pp. 3-1, 3-11, 5.9-41.)  
The Zoning Code provides concrete regulations "to implement the goals and policies of the City [] General Plan." (Section 
19.030.020.) (Please also see Response to Comment P2.) The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the 
City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. As shown in the project Cultural Resources Study, the project 
site does not contain any historic or cultural resources. The proposed project will have no impact on the nearby Trujillo 
Adobe or the ability of the city to develop a Spanish Town in the future. The project is proposed to be developed in 
accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q6 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact, but rather consists of unsubstantiated opinion. The Cultural 
Resources Report prepared for the project did not identify any on-site Cultural Resources. The proposed project will have 
no impact on the nearby Trujillo Adobe or the ability of the city to develop a Spanish Town in the future. The project is 
proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable 
impacts will occur.  
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Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q7 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. The Riverside General Plan EIR indicates that the project is 
located within an area with moderate to high liquefaction potential. However, the project Geotechnical 
Investigation/Geotechnical Infiltration Report determined that the potential for liquefaction at the site is considered to 
be low, due to the very dense granular soils below a historic groundwater depth of 30 feet. The proposed project would 
be subject to standard California Building Code (CBC) measures to provide for sound structural design that include 
considerations for on-site soil conditions, occupancy, and the configuration of the structure including the structural system 
and height. Therefore, based on the determination of the geotechnical report that on-site conditions are not susceptible 
to liquefaction and with adherence to CBC requirements, project impacts will be less than significant.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q8 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. This comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. Correction to errors and missing information have been included 
in the Final IS/MND. This document is available at the City Planning Department. It should be noted that CEQA does 
not require formal response to public comments on an IS/MND, and only requires formal responses in the form of an 
Errata when there is an Environmental Impact Report. All public comments have been sufficiently addressed at this time. 
The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, 
unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q9 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The Initial Study/MND fully analyzed 
the project and found that environmental impacts that were identified can be mitigated to a less than significant level. The 
comment does not constitute substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. The project is proposed to be 
developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 
Because of this, a full Environmental Impact Report is not necessary because no potentially significant environmental 
impacts have been identified that need further evaluation. Also please refer to the Response to Letter L. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Response to Comment Q10 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. This comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. The General Plan sets the guidelines for implementation through 
the City’s Zoning Code (Municipal Code Title 19) where the City adopted regulatory standards for site development. The 
project site is located in the Business and Manufacturing Park Zone (BMP) and is consistent with the General Plan by 
permitting a “. . . wide variety of industrial, manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in “. . . a district for low-intensity and 
low-impact industrial, office, and related uses” including “small-scale warehouses.” (Section 19.130.010(A)). Specifically, 
the BMP zone permits, as a matter of right, "Warehousing & Wholesale Distribution Centers" as long as the use occurs in 
a building less than 400,000 square feet in size. (Section 19.150.020, A, Permitted Uses Table.) (Please also see Response 
to Comment P2.)The Zoning Codes specifically prohibits residential or heavier industrial uses that generate odors (e.g. 
animal slaughtering, fat rendering, wood distillation), noise (e.g. gravel excavation, automobile wrecking), dust or smoke 
(e.g. petroleum refining, steel mills, sand excavation), and other causes of nuisance (Sections 19.130.025(A)(1) through 
(24)) in implementing the policies of the General Plan. Table 19.150.020 A of the City Zoning Code specifies permitted 
uses in all City zones; in the BMP Zone, manufacturing (indoor), warehousing and wholesale distribution centers are 
permitted, meaning no Conditional Use Permit  or other discretionary approval is required, i.e., these uses are permitted 
as a matter of right. The immediate project vicinity is comprised of light industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, 
construction equipment staging, distribution and fulfillment services, and truck trailer storage. This area would be 
incompatible with residential uses. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and 
zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q11 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. This comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. The General Plan sets the guidelines for implementation through 
the City’s Zoning Code (Municipal Code Title 19) where the City adopted regulatory standards for site development. The 
project site is located in the Business and Manufacturing Park Zone (BMP) and is consistent with the General Plan by 
permitting a “. . . wide variety of industrial, manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in “. . . a district for low-intensity and 
low-impact industrial, office, and related uses” including “small-scale warehouses.”  (Section 19.130.010(A))”. The Zoning 
Codes specifically prohibits residential or heavier industrial uses that generate odors (e.g. animal slaughtering, fat rendering, 
wood distillation), noise (e.g. gravel excavation, automobile wrecking), dust or smoke (e.g. petroleum refining, steel mills, 
sand excavation), and other causes of nuisance (Sections 19.130.025(A)(1) through (24)) in implementing the policies of 
the General Plan. Table 19.150.020 A of the City Zoning Code specifies permitted uses in all City zones; in the BMP Zone, 
manufacturing (indoor), warehousing and wholesale distribution centers  (400,000 square feet or less) are permitted, 
meaning no Conditional Use Permit  or other discretionary approval is required, i.e., these uses are permitted as a matter 
of right. (Please also see Response to Comment P2.) The immediate project vicinity is comprised of light industrial uses 
such as auto towing and wrecking, construction equipment staging, distribution and fulfillment services, and truck trailer 
storage. This area would be incompatible with residential uses. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance 
with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q12 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The City of Riverside approved the 
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scoping agreement included in Appendix B of the January 19, 2016 TIA. The Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip 
Generation Manual, Land Use Code 140 for manufacturing was used to provide a “conservative” analysis. It should be 
noted that the manufacturing vs. warehousing (Land Use Code 150) trip generation rates are more than 2 times higher for 
the daily rate and more than 3 times higher during the AM/PM peak hours. Further, the BMP zone implements the Project 
site's "land use category[y] of the General Plan." (Section 19.130.010) The BMP zone generally permits a “. . . wide variety 
of industrial, manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in “. . . a district for low-intensity and low-impact industrial, office, and 
related uses," including "small-scale warehouses." (Section 19.130.010(A))”. Specifically, the BMP zone permits, as a matter 
of right, "Warehousing & Wholesale Distribution Centers" as long as the use occurs in a building less than 400,000 square 
feet in size. (Section 19.150.020, A, Permitted Uses Table.)  The Project's size is well below what is allowed by right in the 
BMP zone. (Please also see Response to Comment P2The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the 
City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comments Q13 through Q21 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impact. Rather, the comment merely quotes from various City 
documents. No further response is necessary. Although consolidations, lot-line adjustments  and  lot mergers definitions 
are found in different subsections of the City Subdivision Code (Section 18.100.030(A)-(C)), they all are subject to the 
same processing provisions and are interchangeable. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City 
General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  Also please see Response to Comment 
P4.  
 

Conclusion  
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q22 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. Although the definitions of "consolidations", "lot-line 
adjustment" and" lot merger" are found in different subsections of the City Subdivision Code (Section 18.100.030(A)-(C)), 
they all are subject to the same processing provisions and are interchangeable., Although all three processes are ministerial 
in nature, the City has discretionary approval authority over the project due to the need for Design Review approval. The 
project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, 
unavoidable impacts will occur. Also, please see Response to Comment P4. 

Conclusion  
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q23 
The City DRC meeting is comprised of City members and is not subject to the Brown Act. No violations of the Brown 
Act were made in the course of approval by the Development Review Committee.  In addition, the Project development 
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applications were considered by the City Planning Commission, the City Utility Services/Land Use/Energy Development 
Committee of the City Council, and the entire City Council, in connection with the appeal filed by the Commenter's group. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q24 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The appellant has not shown in any way that the proposed 
project will infringe on the property rights of neighboring property owners. The project is proposed to be developed in 
accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment Q25 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The appellant has not shown in any way that the proposed 
project will infringe on the property rights of neighboring property owners. The project is proposed to be developed in 
accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q26 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The appellant has provided no evidence that the project 
proponent have violated any local, state, or federal law applying to real estate, or any environmental impact. The project 
is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable 
impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q27 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The General Plan sets the guidelines for implementation 
through the City’s Zoning Code (Municipal Code Title 19) where the City adopted regulatory standards for site 
development. The project site is located in the Business and Manufacturing Park Zone (BMP) and is consistent with the 
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General Plan by permitting a “. . . wide variety of industrial, manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in “. . . a district for 
low-intensity and low-impact industrial, office, and related uses (Section 19.130.010(A))”. The Zoning Codes specifically 
prohibits residential or heavier industrial uses that generate odors (e.g. animal slaughtering, fat rendering, wood distillation), 
noise (e.g. gravel excavation, automobile wrecking), dust or smoke (e.g. petroleum refining, steel mills, sand excavation), 
and other causes of nuisance (Sections 19.130.025(A)(1) through (24)) in implementing the policies of the General Plan.  
The immediate project vicinity is comprised of light industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, construction 
equipment staging, distribution and fulfillment services, and truck trailer storage. Table 19.150.020 A of the City Zoning 
Code specifies permitted uses in all City zones; in the BMP Zone, manufacturing (indoor), warehousing and wholesale 
distribution centers (400,000 square feet or less) are permitted, meaning no Conditional Use Permit  or other discretionary 
approval is required, i.e., these uses are permitted as a matter of right. This area would be incompatible with residential 
uses. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, 
unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment Q28 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts.  Correction to errors and missing information have been 
included in the Final IS/MND. This document is available at the City Planning Department. The City has complied with 
CEQA law in recognizing that no potentially significant impacts will occur as a result of the proposed project. The project 
is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable 
impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  
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Letter R: Chris and Robin Hebert 
  

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

R5 

R6 

R7 
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Response to Comment R1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment R2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment R3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment R4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. Impacts related to traffic and air pollution have been analyzed 
and do not exceed recommended thresholds. There are streets in the City where trucks are prohibited, trucks on Center 
Street are not restricted.  Given the existence of industrial uses along Center Street and Main Street to the west of the 
project site, trucks will continue to utilize those streets. The condition of local roadways is the responsibility of the City 
and not the project proponent. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and 
zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Response to Comment R5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project Traffic Impact Analysis shows that all roadways 
and intersection affected by the proposed project will continue to operate at acceptable levels of service, including during 
the peak AM and PM hours. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning 
code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment R6 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment R7 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project proponent is permitted by right to develop the 
property with the proposed light industrial use. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City 
General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Letter S: Peter Wohlgemuth 
  

S1 

S2 

S3 
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Comment S1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.The Northside Specific Plan design 
process did not begin until June 2017, nearly two and a half years after the proposed project was submitted for approval. 
The Northside Specific Plan is not yet a binding document and does not apply to the project area at this time. The Riverside 
General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element includes a discussion of the objectives and policies that should 
guide the Northside Specific Plan design process (Pages LU-105-110). Consistent with neighborhood goals set forth in 
prior planning documents, this portion of the General Plan focuses on the “maintenance and improvement of major park 
and recreational facilities, preservation of long-established residential densities and enhancement of small yet economically 
successful commercial and industrial sites.” The proposed project is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.8, which 
requires the Plan to encourage appropriate industrial development opportunities. Moreover, the General Plan design 
guidelines for the Northside Specific Plan call for areas designated for buffer industrial, which the proposed project would 
provide. CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to analyze possible Specific Plan impacts on the Project. Undertaking 
an analysis presently would be speculative and misleading.  CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to address uncertain 
environmental consequences that might result.   Sustainable Treasure Island v City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 
1036, 1058, or to speculate about potential future legal or regulatory developments.  Banning Ranch Conservancy v City of 
Newport Beach (2012) 211 CA4th 1209, 1234 (EIR not required to "speculate as to or rely on proposed or draft plans" that 
might apply to project).  The Specific Plan is in a conceptual stage and a Notice of Preparation for a Specific Plan EIR has 
not yet been prepared. There are numerous conceptual land uses being proposed in the Specific Plan area, and it would 
place an unreasonable burden on the Lead Agency or the Project applicant to address all possible Specific Plan impacts 
on the Project. Riverwatch v County of San Diego (1999) 76 CA4th 1428, 1450. This area of the Northside is not appropriate 
for residential development and the proposed warehouse would be consistent with surrounding uses and the General Plan 
and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please see Response to Comment A2. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  
 

Comment S2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The commenter claims that “with proper mitigation, the 
proposed project could just as easily be a toxic waste dump,” yet provides no evidence to support this claim. Moreover, 
the commenter provides no evidence as to how the proposed project is a detriment to the surrounding community. The 
project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, 
unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment S3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts.  Gardner Well D is located in excess of 220 feet to the proposed 
warehouse building and over 150 feet from any paved areas on the project site, such as vehicle parking or drive aisles. 
Riverside Public Utilities only restrictions placement of wells within proximity to septic leach lines. In addition, the project 
is required to meet all requirements for water treatment through WQMP standards. According to FEMA maps, the project 
site is located in Zone X of “Other Areas”, which denotes areas determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance 
floodplain. As such, the proposed project is not within a 100-year floodplain and does not place any structures (including 
housing) within the Santa Ana River that would impede or redirect flood flows. The project will be required to adhere to 
NPDES requirements for drainage and will not impact nearby water wells. The Riverside General Plan EIR indicates that 
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the project is located within an area with moderate to high liquefaction potential. However, the project Geotechnical 
Investigation/Geotechnical Infiltration Report determined that the potential for liquefaction at the site is considered to 
be low, due to the very dense granular soils below a historic groundwater depth of 30 feet. The proposed project would 
be subject to standard CBC measures to provide for sound structural design that include considerations for on-site soil 
conditions, occupancy, and the configuration of the structure including the structural system and height. Therefore, based 
on the determination of the geotechnical report that on-site conditions are not susceptible to liquefaction and with 
adherence to CBC requirements, project impacts will be less than significant. The project is proposed to be developed in 
accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Comment S4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. Compliance plans are required to be submitted an approved to 
the City prior to issuance of construction permits. Data within the report has been correctly cited. These compliance plans 
are available, or will be made available, at the City, and are not required to be included in the IS/MND The project is 
proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable 
impacts will occur. Also please see Response to Comment S3. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Comment S5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. Infiltration rates and soil information will be included in the 
Final WQMP, which must be submitted to the City and approved prior to issuance of grading permits. The project is 
proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable 
impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Comment S6 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as 
accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative 
in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, as permitted under CEQA default output settings were used to analyze 
the proposed project where project-specific information was not available. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration makes all reasonable good faith efforts to disclose the use of default model input parameters and their 
assumptions, as is required under CEQA Guidelines. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City 
General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur.  
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Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Comment S7 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. Because of this, a full Environmental Impact Report is not 
necessary because no potentially significant environmental impacts have been identified that need further evaluation. The 
project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, 
unavoidable impacts will occur.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Comment S8 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The Riverside General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design 
Element includes a discussion of the objectives and policies that should guide the Northside Specific Plan design process 
(Pages LU-105-110). Consistent with neighborhood goals set forth in prior planning documents, this portion of the 
General Plan focuses on the “maintenance and improvement of major park and recreational facilities, preservation of 
long-established residential densities and enhancement of small yet economically successful commercial and industrial 
sites.” The proposed project is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-72.8, which requires the Plan to encourage 
appropriate industrial development opportunities. Moreover, the General Plan design guidelines for the Northside Specific 
Plan call for areas designated for buffer industrial, which the proposed project would provide. The application for the 
proposed project was accepted by the City in December 2014. The Northside Specific Plan design process did not begin 
until June 2017, nearly two and a half years after the proposed project was submitted for approval. The Northside Specific 
Plan is not yet a binding document and does not apply to the project area at this time. This area of the Northside is not 
appropriate for residential development and the proposed warehouse would be consistent with surrounding uses and the 
General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. The project is proposed to be developed 
in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code and no significant, unavoidable impacts will occur. Also please 
see Response to Comment A2. 
  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment.  
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Letter T: Richard Block 

  

T1 
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Response to Comment T1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code. The project application was filed with the City in December 2014, nearly three 
years prior to the beginning of the Northside Specific Plan design process. The fact that a Specific Plan is in the design 
process for the project area does not invalidate the approval of the proposed project.  The immediate project vicinity is 
comprised of light industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, construction equipment staging, distribution and 
fulfillment services, and truck trailer storage. The City of Colton has not expressed any desire to re-zone the area to the 
north of Center Street to anything other than industrial uses. This area would be incompatible with the residential uses 
proposed in the conceptual Northside Specific Plan. All environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, 
including Air Quality, Noise, Water Quality and Traffic, will be less than significant or less than significant through 
incorporation of mitigation measures. Also please see Response to Comment A2. 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment T2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with 
the City General Plan and zoning code. The project application was filed with the City in December, 2014, nearly three 
years prior to the beginning of the Northside Specific Plan design process. The fact that a Specific Plan is in the design 
process for the project area does not invalidate the approval of the proposed project.  The immediate project vicinity is 
comprised of light industrial uses such as auto towing and wrecking, construction equipment staging, distribution and 
fulfillment services, and truck trailer storage. The City of Colton has not expressed any desire to re-zone the area to the 
north of Center Street to anything other than industrial uses and has recently approved a new warehouse development in 
the immediate area. This area would be incompatible the residential uses proposed in the conceptual Northside Specific 
Plan. Based upon the exhaustive and comprehensive analysis included in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and all accompanying technical studies prepared by various experts, all environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project, including Air Quality, Noise, Water Quality and Traffic, will be less than significant or less than 
significant through incorporation of mitigation measures. Also please see Response to Comment A2. 
 

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are required as a result of this comment. 
 

Response to Comment T3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The comment does not constitute 
substantial evidence regarding any environmental impacts.  The comment does not provide any evidence as to why the 
project Traffic Impact Analysis is out-of-date. The project Traffic Impact Analysis, performed by Kunzman Associates, 
shows that under existing conditions the intersection of Iowa Avenue/I-215 NB Ramps (NS) at La Cadena Drive (EW) - 
#9 currently operates at an unacceptable Level of Service during the AM and PM peak hours, and will continue to do so 
with or without the proposed project. Based upon City of Riverside standards established in its General Plan a significant 
impact would occur at a study intersection when the addition of project-generated trips causes either peak hour Level of 
Service to degrade from acceptable Level of Service (A through D) to unacceptable Level of Service (E or F) or if the 
proposed project results in increases in peak hour delay by ten seconds for LOS A through B, eight seconds for LOS C, 
five seconds for LOS D, two seconds for LOS E, and one second for LOS F. Based on these thresholds, as shown in 

Attachment 5 - Comment Letters and Response to Comments



83 

Table 20 of the project TIA, the proposed project does not further degrade study area intersections under Opening Year 
2017 With Project traffic conditions, including the intersection of Center Street and Orange Street.  
 
The Traffic Impact Analysis for the Roquet Ranch Specific Plan, performed by Urban Crossroads and dated November 
30, 2016, was prepared after the Center Street project TIA was completed and, therefore, included the Center Street project 
in their cumulative analysis. The Roquet Ranch TIA identifies and mitigates impacts created by the Roquet Ranch project. 
There is no requirement for a previous project (e.g. the Center Street project) to redo its TIA when a subsequent project 
is proposed. The commenter does not provide evidence of significant impacts to intersections in the area, and the project 
TIA fully addressed cumulative traffic impacts to local intersections.  

Conclusion  
No new or significant increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration are required as a result of this comment. 
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